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Introduction 



Those who are professionally involved in the learning processes of students, as 
lecturer, counsellor or researcher, make certain assumptions about the nature of 
learning. Those assumptions then guide practice. For example, lecturers make 
assumptions about how material might be presented, how students may be 
motivated, how students themselves go about learning, and how learning should 
best be evaluated. Counsellors make assumptions about the individual case, where 
a student's motivation, or strategies of learning, have been inadequate. 
Researchers test the assumptions of all: of lecturers and counsellors, in order to 
iadvance practice, and of other researchers in order to advance theory. 

There are many factors involved both in good student learning, and in failure. 
In this manual, the focus is on students* approaches to learning. The Study Process 
Questionnaire (referred to as SPQ^from now on) is designed to assess the extent to 
which a tertiary student at college or university** endorses different approaches to 
learning and the more important motives and strategies comprising tfiose 
approaches. 

The SPQ^is a 42 item, self-report questionnaire diat yields scores on tfiree basic 
motives for learning and tfiree learning strategies, and on the approaches to 
learning that are formed by these motives and strategies. Norms are provided 
separately for males and females, for CAEs and universities, and for the faculties of 
Arts, Education, and Science. It is thus possible to compare a given student's score 
against national samples in order to see how that student compares to a ^typical' 
student of that sex, institution, and faculty. 

This manual descriles the theory behind the SPQ, and what the subscale 
and scale scores mean. Directions for administering, scoring and interpreting 
scores are given, with suggestions as to how they may be used by teachers 
and counsellors. Statistical information concerning reliability and validity, 
and the tables of norms by age and sex are also provided. 



• It was not possible to include students from the TAKE scaor in the initial study. 

iFR?r s 



Students' Approaches 
to Learning 



A complete account of the development of the SPQ^(and its secondary counterpart, 
the LPQ), and its rationale, is given in the vmter's Student Approaches to Learning and 
Studying.^ Here a brief summary of the theory is given, so that practitioners may 
have some idea about why the scales and subscales were produced, and what 
aspeas of student performance they relate to. 
Three sets of factors may be distinguished in institutional learning. 

Presage Factors 

Presage factors re'^^r to those that are independent of the learning situation in 
question, and include Personal factors (those belonging to the student, such as IQ^ 
home bacl^ound, personality characteristics); and Situational factors (those 
belonging to the situational context, such as the subject content, methods of 
teaching and of evaluation, course structures, etc}. Presage factors may affect the 
student's performance direcdy, or indirecdy, through their influence on Process 
factors (below). 

Process Factors 

Process faaors determine the way the student goes about learning. Basically, we 
are talking about students' motives for learning and their accompanying strategies. 
The student's approach to learning is a composite of a motive and an appropriate 
strategy. Foi instance, students who are intrinsically motivated tend to extract most 
meaning from theii learning; they read widely, relating new content to what they 
already know. Students who are motivated to achieve highest grades are likely to 
organize dieir work. Students who are learning in order to get by with minimal 
trouble, or simply to pass their subjects without aiming high, are likely to focus on 
the bare essentials and rote learn them. 



t Publiihcd by ACER (1987) 
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In listing these three scenarios, we have desdibed in barest outline the three 
important approaches to learning: deep, achieving, and surface. 

The SPQ^operationalizes these approaches, and their constituent motives and 
strategies, in terms of scale and subscale profiles. These profiles represent an 
ind'mdusi' s general orientation to learning: that is, a composite of motivational states 
and strategy deployment that is relatively consistent over situations. 

Table 1 gives a fuller description of the three main approaches and their 
constituent motives and strategies. 

The following points should be noted. 

1 Surface and deep strategies describe v/ays in which students engage the actual 
task itself, while the achieving strategy describes the ways in which students 
organize the temporal and spatial contexts in which the task is carried out. It is 
therefore possible for students to combine an achieving approach with either a 
surface, or a deep, approach. That is, a student may see the way to obtain top marks 
as consisting of selectively rote learning in an organized and systematic way or 
more usually, of reading widely and seeking meaning in an organized and 
systematic way. The latter composite approach, called deep-achieving, is quite 
powerful and is characteristic of many successful students. 

2 The diree approaches lead to different kinds of learning outcome. The surface 
approach leads to retention of factual detail at the expense of the structural 
relationships inherent in the data to be learned, while emotional or affective 
outcomes are feelings of dissatisfaction, boredom, or outright dislike. The deop 



Table 1 Motive and Strategy in approaches to learning and studying 



Approach 


Motive 


Strategy 


SA: Surface 


Surface motive ^SM) is to 
meet requirements 
minimally; a balancing act 
between failing and work- 
ing more than is necessary. 


Surface strategy (SS) is to 
limit target to bare essen- 
tials and reproduce them 
through rote learning. 


DA: Deep 


Deep motive (DM) is 
intrinsic interest in what is 
being learned; to develop 
competence in particular 
academjc subjects. 


Deep strategy (DS) is to 
discover meaning by read- 
ing widely, inter-relating 
with previous relevant 
knowledge, etc. 


AA: Achieving 


Achieving motive (AM) is 
to enhance ego and self- 
esteem through competi- 
tion; 10 obtain highest 
giades, whether or not 
material is interesting. 


Achieving strategy (AS) is 
to organize one's time and 
working space; to follow 
up all suggested readings, 
schedule time, behave as 
'model student'. 
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approach leads to an understanding of the structural complexity of the task and to 
positive feelings about it. The achieving approach, particularly in combination 
with deep, leads to good performance in examinations, a good academic self- 
concept, and to feelings of satisfaction. In the long term, it has been found that 
those students who predominantly use a surface approach at -roUege or university 
plan to terminate their formal education when they have obtained tlieir first 
qualification, while those who predominaiidy use deep and/or achieving, 
approaches say they intend to continue beyond their first degree, to Honours, or a 
higher degree of some kind. The composite deep- achieving approach is that most 
associated with the attributes of foimal education. 

3 These approaches describe fairly consistent orientations, or learning styles, 
displayed by students, and they may persist over reasonable periods of time. For 
instance, measures taken in Term 2 in Year 1 1 have been shown to relate to HSC 
performance at the end of Year 12. Nevertheless, situational elements also play 
their part, so that a student's approach can be strongly influenced by immediate 
situational factors. 

4 Learning approaches, especially deep and achieving, are most effective when 
students are consciously aware of their own learning processes and try deliberately to 
control them. In this important process, called 'metaleaming', students adopt 
those strategies that are congruent with their motives: if they are curious (deep 
motive) they w^ill ^vant to find out and understand all that they can about it (deep 
strategy); if they want to achieve top marks (achieving motive) they will organize 
tlieir approach accordingl)'; study accor Mng to a schedule, hand assignments in on 
time, etc. (achieving strategy). 

Performance 

Performance may be measured in a variety of ways, but underlying all of them are 
two broad dimensions, cognitive and affective. 

I Structure- Fact (S-F) Ratio 

Student performance may be assessed in terms of the correct reproduction of 
specific factors or details. Sometimes this is appropriate and important: for 
example, in foreign language learning it is important to reproduce accurately 
script, sounds, and vocabulary, and in science and mathematics, to reproduce 
names and formulae. Performance may also be assessed in terms of the extent to 
which the structure in which the detail is embedded has been comprehended. As 
learning progresses, the structuial interrelationships that inhere between the 
components of the task become progressively more important, educationally 
speaking. 

Factual and structural aspects of learning tend to be interrelated in an inverse 
fashion. If one focuses on detail, then the structure is likely to be missed, but if one 
focuses on structure, then not only will the structure be more likely to be learned 
but also one may retain some detail (it has a *honie'). This increasing structural 
complexity in relation to factual retention suggests that one can refer to a 
Structure-Fact, or S-F, ratio. 

A low S-F ratio indicates a learning outcome where correct reproduction of facts 

I ERJC II 
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is paramount. A high S-F ratio indicates a learning outcome w here understanding 
the structural integrity of the whole has been evidenced. (S F ratio may also be 
used to describe the task set as well as the learning outcome.) 

2 Affective Involvement 

The second major dimension of performance is affective, which may be 
positive, or negative. Positive affea occurs in intrinsic motivation or experienced 
satisfaction and liking for the task. Strong negative affect may occur when 
students have to tackle a high S-F ratio task tliat is quite beyond their 
capabilities. Boredom is more likely when they are required to rote learn 
material of a low S-F ratio. In general, positive outcomes occur when the S-F 
ratio of the task set is balanced with that which the student can handle. 

Metalearning 

Metaleaming refers to stiuients* awareness of and control over their oxvn learning 
processes. In a normal learning situation, the student can be aware of two kinds 
of things: of the content to be learned (what the learning task is about), and of 
the fact that he or she is doing this act of learning and is going about it in this 
w v and not that. This second kind of awareness is more sophisticated, and 
many learners do not experience it at all. It includes awareness of one's motives 
or intentions ('What do I want to get out of this?'), of wlmt the task requires and 
whether one can meet those requirements ('This needs knowledge about X, and 
I don't know enough about that yet, so I'd better find out some more . . .'), of 
tk strategies to be used once the task is confronted (*rm going to need a clear two 
hours if I'm to get all these notes together and see how all those points 
interrelate . . .'), and overall of how well one is doing ('I didn't quite understand 
that. I'd better go over it again'). 

Students show lack of metalearning capability when they choose strategies 
that are incongruent with their motives, such as rote learning (surface strategy) 
to . atisfy intrinsic curiosity (deep motive), or simply when they plug on with 
their learning in a particular way, regardless of evident lack of success. 

A General Model of Student Learning 

These points are combined in the following model. 

Figure 1 conveys tiie relationship between personal and situational factors to 
approaches to learning, and between the latter and performance. A deep 
approach is more influenced by such factors as personal experience and 
internal locus of control, while a surface approach is more tied to situational 
factors (it is easier to induce students to adopt a surface approach by applying 
situational pressure). Achievement falls between the two and closer to deep. 

The arrows to performance indicate ranges of S-F ratio and of affective 
involvement that are determined by the three approaches. Overlap occurs 
between deep and achieving (deep- achieving) and lower down, between surface 
and achieving. 

Metaleaming capability is represented as increasing vertically. The surface 
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PRESAGE 



PERSONAL 

Ability 

Locus of 
control 

Experiences 

inducing 

metacognition 



SITUATIONAL- 

Naiure of task 

Institutional 
stipulations 

Instructional 
set 

Formal 
teaching 



TACTICS 



PROCESS 



[achieving approach 

. ; Motive Strategy • * 



SURFACE APPROACH 
• Motive ;-»Sfcalegy.'. 



Increasing Metalearning 



PRODUCT 
PERFORMANCE 




DEEP OUTCOME; 

Complex structure high commitment: 
personal rather than institutional 
involvement. 



DEEP.ACHIEVING OUTCOME. 

Well structured in terms highly 
compatible with institutional 
requirements: personally involving too. 



ACHIEVING OUTCOME: 

Structure- fact ratio to suit marking 
system: ego invo^ement rather than 
personal commitment. 



SURFACE-ACHIEVING 
OUTCOME: 

Rich in factual details but unstructured; 
low Involvement. 



SURFACE OUTCOMF* 

Lacks t>oth detail and structure: 
mechanical answer*getting: learner 
uninvolved. sometimes alienated. 



Fig. 1 General mouel of student learning 

approach is low on metaleaming: the thought of questioning why one rote 
learns the task is not an issue. Even the achieving approach may sometimes be 
adopted wth little metaleaming: *Yes, well, I suppose I'd better schedule an 
hour a night for history. Read, underline, take notes, keep everything tidy, type 
of thing . . The significance of these activities is not merely that one does them, 
but that one is aware of why one does them. 

The awareness of 'why* — evidence of metaleaming — is most likely in the 
deep and deep-achieving approaches. *If I am to understand this properly, thenj^ 
I must . . adding in the case of the deep- achiever, *and it will help, knowing 
me, to make sure I've got enough time to cover everything, keep my notes in 
order, underline the concepts that are the key to understanding the passage . . .'. 

The S-F ratio refers to that ealized in performance, not that in the task set 
If a low level outcome results from a high level task, the student is not handling 
the task appropriately (not using a deep enough approach). Sometimes, 
paradoxically, a higher level outcome may be obtained by setting a lower level 
task in the first place, because it may now be closer to the student's typical way 
of handling the task, and therefore be closer to his or her capabilities. 

The descriptions at the extreme right of Figure 1 are thus meant to be 
understood as relative to the student. At the top are those tasks that have been 
processed widi maximal care for their complexity and meaning, and that have 

13 
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kept the student involvr:' At the bottom are tasks that were learned skimpily 
for surface detail and were found to be disagreeable. 

Research performed in Australia and elsewhere makes it clear tliat approaches to 
learning have important effects on student progress^ Work with the SPQ^ has 
specifically demonstrated that approaches to learning may be crucial in 
determining the quality of learning, formal examination results, student 
satisfaction and morale, and what plans the student has for further education. 



How do Students Develop 
Different Approaches to 
Learning? 



As approaches learning are so influential on the current and future quality of 
a student's education, it is important to ask how these approaches develop. 
The broad answer lies in the presage factors shown in Figure 1 . 

Personal Factors 

Age In general, deep and achieving approaches keep increasing until well 
beyond 40 years of age, while surface decreases. These results are attributable 
either to developmental increases in cognitive sophistication and complexity, or 
to the evolution of strategies for handling an increasingly complex environment, or 
more likely, to both factors. 

There are two disturbing exceptions to this general trend. Boys in Australian 
secondary schools decrease in deep and achieving approaches from Year 9 to 
Year 11, but the same is not true of girls; and there is a general decline in the 
deep approach from first to final year for those completing first degrees in both 
universities and colleges. Those students continuing with postgraduate study, 
however, show a marked rise in deep approach. The precise reasons for this 
effect have however yet to be established, but it is likely that institutional pres- 
sures inhibit a deep approach in some students. 

Experiental A student's use of deep and achieving approaches is positively 
related to the extent of education received by either or both parents; the less 
parental education, the more likely it is that the student will use a surface 
approach. 

Students for whom English is a second language obtained higher deep and 
achieving motives and strategies than did native English speakers, even though 
their achievement was below average. It is likely that the experience of 
continually monitoring the meaning of what one hears and says is a useful 
background to the later development of metaleaming capability. 

Personality Factors Children can be made aware of their thought processes in 
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specific tasks in middle to late primary^ school, but awareness and control over 
one's general learning processes does not appear to develop until around 14 
years of age. This awareness occurs much more easily in students with an 
internal locus of control. For example, it was found in one study that a deep 
approach in internally (but not externally) controlled students of lower ability 
was related to an increase of 48 marks in the HSC aggregate (bringing them 
within 10 or so marks of students above average in intelligence). This study is 
discussed in more detail under Validity*, below. 



Stress Many situational faaors increase perceived stress— rime limits, stipula- 
tions as to procedure, compulsion, etc.— which in turn encourages a surface 
approach and inhibits a deep approach. 

Training Two independent studies at university (Biggs and Rihn, 1984) ana 
in secondary' school (Edwards, in progress) have shown that (a) students can be 
trained to improve deep and achieving approaches, and (b) such improvement 
is related to boosted examination performance 

In the first study, conducted at Stanford University, a nine-week course was 
provided for students who were dissatisfied with their grades. Prior to the 
course, tliese students were found to have a very high achieving motive score, 
but very low deep and achievinj^ strategies. After the course, which stressed 
metacognitive factors (e.g. monitoring one's perfomiance) both deep and 
achieving approaches (as measured by the SPQJ had increased significantly, as 
did the grade-point average of the students. 

The Edwards study was conducted in a regular Australian Year 1 1 classroom 
by a school counsellor using the Study Habits Evaluation and Instruction Kit 
(SHEIK) (Jackson, Reid, and Croft, 1981)* over seven weekly periods of 
instruction. Deep-achieving scores on the LPQ^were higher after instmction and 
over 12 months later, HSC results were higher in the training group than those 
of an otherwise comparable control group of students. 

In all the research mentioned here, the LPQ, d.^Jor SPQ^ were used to 
measure students' approaches to learning. The scale and subscale scores are 
dearly associated with desirable educational outcomes. The lecturer or counsellor 
has control over some detenninants of a student's approach, and little or none 
over others; in either event, the SPQ^ scores of a particular student, or group of 
students, are helpful for impro /ing professional decision making. 



* Obcainabk' from ACER 
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How to Administer the SPQ 

The instructions for administration are printed on the form, and may be read 
by the student group or individual administrators. The administrator need only 
ntroduce the student to the SPQ^ with a few general words about why the 
student is completing the instrument: for example, *You probably need some 
help with your approach to your studies. I have some questions here that will 
help find out if you do need help, and what sort of help, so answer as honestly 
as you can'. And w^hen the form is given out; *Now, read the instructions 
through and let me know if there is anything you don't understand'. Any 
questions about the meaning of an item should be dealt with as non-directively 
as possible; that is, the meaning of the item shouM be explained without 
suggesting to students how they ^should' respond. 

Each item is a self-report statement of a motive or a strategy. The 
respondents rate themselves on the statement on a 5-point scale, from 5 (This 
item is always or almost always true of me') to 1 (This item is never or only rarely 
true of me'). The LPQ^has been designed for use with a separate answer sheet. 



Level 



Subscale 



Scale 



Composite 



Surface 



Deep 



1 

Motive 




Strategy 








1 Approach 



Motive 



Strategy 



Achieving 
Motive Strategy I 



Approach 



Approach 



Approach 



Fig. 2 Composition of LPQ and SPQ scale and subscale scores 
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which contains instructions about how responses should be shown. When 
administering the LPQ^ you may need to check that the students understand 
how to use the answer sheet. (Please check the section on scoring for important 
information before you administer the questionnaire.) 

How to Score the SPQ 

All items are scored in the same direction, as trials with the LPQ^ indicated that 
reversing the scores for some items was a considerable disadvantage when hand 
scoring and did not increase reliability. The items are cycled so that every sixth 
item returns to the panicular subscale in the order, from the first item: Surface 
Motive (SM), Deep Motive (DM), Achieving Motive (AM), Surface Strategy (SS), 
Deep Strategy (DS) and Achieving Strategy (AS). For convenience, motive and 
strategy scores are referred to as subscale scores, and approach scores as scale 
scores. Figure 2 outlines these relationships between scales and subscale**. 
The SPQ^may be scored in the following ways: 

• By hand Hand scoring involves adding every sixth response in the order 
indicated. An overlay is available to facilitate this. Scale scores are obtained by 
adding the appropriate subscale scores. 

• By machine. Responses may be punched on to cards or entered direaly 
into a computer for scoring locally. Alternatively, answer sheets may be sent to 
ACER for processing by the optical mark reader and scoring service. If you wish 
to use this service, the students must complete the name grid for scanning and all information 
must be marked on the sheets with HE or B pencils (no biro, felt pen, or other type of 
pencil ;an be reliably scanned). 

• By sending to ACER. 

• By computer. 

The range of scores for any one of the motive and strategy subsrales is from 
7 to 35. In considering an individual's scores, it is most useful to know how 
typical those scores are for that student's institution (university or CAE), faculty 
(Ans, Education, or Sricnce) or sex. The tables of norms given at the back of 
this manual provide that t\pe of infomiation. Information on sampling is given 
in the next section. 

Interpreting the Scores 

Th^ user will see from the tables of norms that SPQ^ results are given in deciles. 
Scores in this fonn assist the user to judge how typical a student's score is in 
broad terms: average, below average, above average. A five-way grouping is 
suggested to interpret the deciles. 

1 would be *well below average', in that the score is included in the bottom 
10 per cent of the population. 

2 or 3 w^uld be *below average', as the score falls within the 1 1th and 30th 
per cen; che population. 
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4, 5, 6 or 7, would be within the 'average' range, that is, within the middle 31 
to 70 per cent of the population. 

8 or 9 would be 'above average', in that 71 to 90 per cent of the population 
would score lower than this. 

10 would be 'well above average', with over 90 per cent of all other scores 
lower than this. 

These relationships are given in Figure 3. 

When a student's scores have been scaled, or the mean scores for a class or 
other group of students have been calculated, what action should be taken on 
the basis of the results? That question is the important one, of course, and is 
examined in tlie ne.xt section. 




Extreme: Likely action 
Atypical: possible action 



I I Typical, no action 
40 * I 1 1 1 1 

30 « I ' * 

Percent , ' \ 




1 23456789 10 

Decile scores on SPQ 



Fig. 3 Decile scores on SPQ, extent of deviation from population 
norm, and need for action 
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Teaching 

For lecturers, two main uses of SPQ^ scores may be distinguished: for making 
instructional decisions^ and in extreme cases for making referral decisions. For 
both types of decision, it is helpful to consider SFQ^proftles of subscale scores, 
and because the motive and strategy subscales intercorrelate, there are relatively 
few such profiles. A student's profile represents the general orientation towards 
learning, or learning siyle, that is typical of that individual. 

Before considering some of the more common profiles, it would be 
convenient to introduce a shonhand. The subscales are always given in the 
following order Surface motive and strategy. Deep motive and strategy, and 
Achieving motive and strategy. We might designate 'above average' (deciles say 
of 8, 9, 10) as '+', 'average' (deciles of 4 to 7) as '0', and 'below average' (deciles 
of 1 to 3) as '-'. It should be noted that these deciles are arbitrary.* How this 
works might best be seen in Table 2, which translates deciles into profiles using 
these suggested ranges. 

Thus, a deep-achieving profile would read '00 ++ and so on. It mav be 
useful to see this depiaed graphically, as shown below. 

Surface Surface Deep Deep Achieving Achieving 

motive strateg>' motive strategy motive strategy 

Abo\ V Above Ab(>\ v Abo\ 



Avnage Aveiage axerage axerage axerage 

0 0 + + + 



e 

average 
+ 



• If one decided to be more sinngent, one could restrict and to decile;* of 10 and I respcchxely; or 10, 
9 and 2, 1, respectively. These matters recjuire further research, and the xvhole cjuestion of v\hich profiles 
are the most common, or xvhich arc the more demanding of action, are ones that need a substantial data 
baiik acaimulated oxer vx-ars. The present recommendations are based mamix on research conducted xvith 
the nonning sample, xvhich in the rarer profiles might not amount to many cases. 
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Table 2 Deriving profiles from subscale scores 

Subscale score (deciles) 
Surface Deep Achieving Profile 





M 


S 


M 


S 


M 


S 


Symbol 


Name 


1 


10 


9 


5 


6 


6 


4 


++00 00 


Surface (predominant) 






10 


1 


2 


1 


1 


++ 


Surface (exclusive) 


2 


5 


5 


10 


10 


5 


5 


00 ++ 00 


Deep (predominant) 




2 


1 


9 


10 


2 


2 


— ++ — 


Deep (exclusive) 


3 


6 


4 


2 


1 


9 


10 


00 00 ++ 


Achieving (predominant) 




1 


2 


2 


1 


9 


10 


++ 


Achieving (exclusive) 



The exact range of deciles that qualify for *0', or might vary according 
to context, or to the use to which the profile is put. A *high cost' decision (for 
example, recommending that a student withdraw from a particular class) would 
require a more stringent definition of the profile than a Mow cost' decision (for 
example, recommending that the student visit the counselling service). 

Six of the more common profiles are discussed below: 

1 Deep (00 ++ 00 or — +4- — ). Deep predominant students in general do 
well academically, if not quite as well as deep-achieving. A deep exclusive ( — 
-H- — ) approach may not be as good for attainment as deep predominant (00 
■H- 00), because students using the former define their own goals and pursue 
them their own way: if these happen not to be institutional goals, the student 
will in a formal sense appear to be doing badly, no matter how satisfaaory 
learning might be from the individual's perspective. Deep students wsmt to 
follow their own academic interest, relate to their own previous experience, 
generate their o\m examples, and to follow up their own leads. As far as 
possible, they are best left alone* If teachers become too directive, these 
students may drop out, either in fact, or if the 'official' goals are not rejected 
outright, they may be sought with a surface approach, effectively 'dropping out' 
in praaice. Such students would do best to incorporate elements of the 
achieving approach. This is relatively easy if the student is sufficiendy interested 
in the area to want to study it at a higher level, for example at Honours level, or 
for a higher degree, because good results are a necessary prerequisite. Often it 
will be that kind of long-term planning that will make the deep exclusive 
student amenable to suggestions as to how to organize carrying out the task and 
to work more efficiently. 

2 Achievinq (00 00 -f-f or -H-). These students are mainly interested in 

getting good marks. They arc deliberate, careful in planning, and ambitious. 
These students have a high academic self concept, and perform well in formal 
examinations. 

The teaching context in the traditional selective secondary schools— empha- 
sizing prizes, scholarships, competition, highly syllabus-oriented coaching, 
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norm-referenced evaluation, scheduled study times, organized note-taking, 
exam question practice, etc.— is made for these students. The obverse of the 
coin IS that those features create undesirable pressure on other students 
particularly those low on the achieving motive and predisposed to a surface 
approach. Learning by the achieving approach might sometimes be described 
as 'opportunistic'; for example, refusing to discuss an assignment with friends 
for fear of giving something av»ray. Another sort of problem occurs when 
extreme achievers over-work in their relendess slog for high grades, but such 
cases should be referred to the counsellor (see below^). 

3 Deep-Achieving (00 -H- -H- or — -H- -H-). The virtues of (1) and (2) come 
together in the deep-achieving approach, combining an interested search for 
meaning and personal relevance with a carefully organized and syllabus- 
oriented strategy to achieve high marks in the subjects concerned.* The result is 
usually associated with high performance, and these students usually present 
few problems. 

If a deep-achieving student is not doing well, there are likely to be quite 
specific reasons; a common one is a language problem. As noted, the 
experience of second language learning may encourage metaleaming, and the 
characteristics of deep-achieving, but if second language learning is not very 
secure, then achievement assessed in that language cannot be expected to be 
good: thus, a *good' approach may be associated with poor performance. The 
ESL teacher, or the counsellor, is the appropriate resource. 

4 Surface-Achieving (-H- 00 H — ). This profile belongs to students who want to 
achieve, but they adopt a surface approach to do so, and usually they are 
unsuccessful. The fact that they want to do well is however in their favour. The 
teacher might encourage them to adopt the achieving strategy— organize their 
approach, manage their time properly, keep good notes, etc.— and o^scourage 
rote learning. These are good candidates for guidance in study skills, such as 
the SHEIK program. This point is taken up in the next .section. 

5 Surface (++ 00 00 or -H- ). Students showing either a surface 

predominant or a surface exclusive profile tend to have a poor academic self- 
concept. They underestimate their own performance relative to peers and are 
dissatisfied with their performance: they perform poorly on objective criteria 
and plan to drop out of school prematurely. They may do well under 
circumstances where rote learning is appropriate, but at the expense of 
structural complexity. 

The surface approach is encouraged by pressure resulting from anxiety over 
examinations, meeting deadlines, fulfilling rigid institutional requirements, 
surveillance, and so on. The lecturer's role is not however to carry out therapy, 
but to alleviate these sources of stress. In extreme cases, it may be appropriate 
to adapt the task to suit, if the S-F ratio is simply too high for students to 
cope.* 

* This solution is unlikely to be appropriate in most tcniary uistitutioii!), where there must be concern about 
maintainitig academic standards. In Third World countries, on the other hand, u may be a sensible if 
stopgap solution to the problem of accreditation in mdigenous insiiiutjons. 
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High surface students are usually not very competent nietalearners. They 
frequently have little insight into the 'how'' and Svh/ of their learning activities. 
Some may be trained to be more self-aware, but if not, the teacher may have 
little choice but to teach task specific *tricks' in a high structure situation, so that 
the student can at least get by. 

Masieiv learning strateg\' (Block, 1971) is one example of an approach that 
seems well suited to the surface learners; the context d.icl task objectives are 
highly structured for the etudent, and the high success rate is specifically aimed 
to improve the student's academic self-concept (Bloom, op. ciL). 

6 Low-Achieving (00 00 -0 or +0 00 -0). There are many variations in the low- 
achieving pauern, but ihe common feature is low achievement motivation. When 
this is combined with high surface motive, the students' motive to avoid failure 
(SM) is stronger than their need to achieve success (AM), a combination (+0 00 
~0) defining the group called Mow need-achievers'. These students are not 
necessarily of low intelligence, but are highly defensive when their competence 
is being publicly evaluated, especially in a competitive situation: their greatest 
fear is the loss of face resulting from failure. Consequently these students are 
skilled task avoiders, which they do by 'forgetting* crucial assignments, setting 
impossibly high or trivially low goals (either way, they are off the hook), even 
psychosomatic illness. 

The under-achieving syndrome has its roots in the personality, and its 
effective treatment is undoubtedly a matter for the counsellor. Nevertheless, 
there is a lot the teacher can do, or perhaps more importantly, there are several 
things the teacher can avoid doing, to make school a more productive 
experience than it usually is for these students. One important step would be to 
avoid norm-referenced testing, with the public display of rank orders of 
competence. Evaluation should be criterion-referenced, with the comparison 
being with how that student performed pre\'iously, not as compared to peers. 
Master)' learning, which concentrates on a high success rate on basic skills, is 
particularly appropriate to improve the self-concept of such students. It is also 
important that the teacher encourage the student to attribute success to his or 
her own ability (hence encouraging an optimistic prognosis) but \M\\Qn failure 
does occur, it should be attributed to lack of effort (which the student can do 
something about). Usually, low achieving students make the worst attributions, 
blaming themselves for failure, and attributing success to luck. 

The above six profiles are those most likely to be met in the classroom. The 
descriptions convey the nature of each learning profile, and how they might 
most effectively be handled by the lecturer, either directly or by referring 
elsewhere, usually to the coui^sellor. These points are summarized in Table 3. 

It is emphasized that these recommendations should be strengthened with 
further research. With increasing use of the S?Q^ data will accumulate on these 
and other profiles, and our existing knowledge in this growing area will be 
expanded. 

The emphasis here is on the lecturer's comparatively informal interaction 
with students. As knowledge grows, and as lecturers themselves conduct 
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Table 3 Teaching decisions and some SPQ Profiles 



Type of decision 



Student profile 



Instructional treatment 



1 Deep 
00 ++00 
— ++ — 



Achieving 
00 00 ++ 
++ 



Deep- Achieving 
00 ++ ++ 
— ++ ++ 

Surface- 
Achieving 
++ 00 +- 
++ — +- 

Surface 
++ 00 00 



6 Low-Achieving 
00 00 -0 
H etc. 



Low structure; independent 
study, but may need guidance 
towards institutional curriculum 
goals, or into deep-achieving to 
best pursue interests. 
High structure: emphasize 
competition, exam-technique, 
but try to lead towaids deep- 
achieving to avoid 
opportunism. 
No further action where 
achievement high, but if low, 
suspect ESL, or poor academic 
self-concept. 

Focus on organizing skills and 
time management (AS), dis- 
courage rote learning (SS). 

High structure: clearly specified 
objectives, tasks; emphasize 
organisation, algorithms. Avoid 
competition, norm- referencing, 
use mastery testing. 
Criterion-referenced/mastery 
testing; avoid competition, 
stress. Attribute success to abili- 
ty, failure to insufficient effort 



Referral 



Possibly not, except if help 
needed to promote deep- 
achieving. 



Probably not necessary. 



To ESL teacher if appropriate, 
or to counsellor for confidenc< 
building. 

To counsellor; better able to 
tackle student study strategies 
directly. 

To counsellor, to train from SJ 
to AS, as in (4); improve 
motivation. 



To counsellor: a variety of low 
and under-achieving 
possibilities here. 



research and development, one might move more towards formal structuring of 
the classroom according to predominant learning profiles. Full consideration of 
the possibilities in this direction would however take more space than is 
available here, and the reader is referred to Student Approaches to Learning and 
Studying (see especially Chapter 7). 
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Counselling 

The notion of helping students to become aware of their own learning 
processes is not a new one in counselling procedures. What the SPQ^does is to 
help counsellors obtain a quick assessment of a students' predominant motives 
and strategies for learning, and to indicate how typical that student is for his or 
her age. As mentioned ir the previous section, there are relatively few basic 
profiles, so it would be helpful to discuss these again this time from the 
counsellor's point of view (it is assumed that the section above on Teaching will 
have been read): 

1 Deep (00 -H- 00). Students with a deep profile are unlikely to be of concern 
to the counsellor unless they are too extreme. In that case, some general 
counselling on career or personal devclopmeni lines might be appropriate. 
Deep students particularly interested in acac^- .lic subjects might be encouraged 
to organize their approach to their favourite subject so that they can pursue it at 
a higher level. A kit such as SHEIK (Jackson, Reid, and Croft, 1981) might be a 
helpful resource in this, particularly as it may be self-administered. 

2 Achieving (00 00 -f-f). This group is also unlikely to give rise to too much 
cause for concern over their approach to learning as such, but there may be 
secondary difticultics. One possible source of difficulty is the *opponunism' 
referred to earlier. Another kind of difficulty arises when extreme achievers 
work too hard in their drive for top marks, thus creating physical or social 
problems for them selves; for example, by stud>dng until midnight, every night 
of the week, throughout the year. 

In counselling students for these secondary pro blems, it would be 
worthwhile trj'ing to convince them that exclusive concern with the formal 
trappings of excellence is counter-productive: the evidence actually favours 
deep-achieving over an exclusively achieving approach. Deep-achieving 
students are in fact likely to do better with a more relaxed approach that allows 
them the luxury of ranging beyond the confines of the syllabus itself 

3 Deep-Achieving (00 -H-) If students with this profile are performing badly, 
or feel that they are, there are two main possibilities. The first is an ESL 
background, in which case the appropriate referral would he to an ESL teacher. 
The approach to learn ing is fine; it is just that a major tool of learning, 
language, has not been mastered adequately. The second possibility is that the 
learner thinks that a major tr)ol for lear ling ('study skills', 'essay-writing ability', 
etc.) has not been mastered. This belief is particularly likely to occur in mature- 
age students, and while their reasons for so thinking are under siandable 
enough, it is in fact the case that many of them have better approaches to 
learning than their younger collez^ues. The problem is not one of approach to 
learning, as they might think, but rather one of lack of self-confidence in what is 
per ceived to be an ego-threatening and highly com petitive situation. Such a 
confidence crisis might well be alleviated by a course on study skills (such as 
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SHEIK) or on essay-writing, not because such cour ses arc necessary per se, but 
because they may allay anxiety. 

4 Surface-Achieving (-H- 00 +-). The problem here is thai organizing skills are 
insufficiently developed to match the high achieving motive. The task for the 
counsellor is thus to build up the achieving strategy, and deep motive and 
strategy too, if that can be done. Evidence to date suggests that appropriately 
taught study skills can be very effective, as in the SHEIK kit. 

5 Surface (-H- 00 00). This group differs from the previous one in that 
achievement motivation is not present. One target for the counsellor is to 
heighten achievement motivation; after that, the necessary foundation may be 
present to permit concentration upon the skills associated with the achieving 
strategy. In the absence of adjquate motivation, ineialearning is unlikely, and 
so the counsellor might best teach survival tactics that will help the student get 
by, in the absence of self- understanding. 

6 Low Achieving (+0 00 -0). This is probably the most common pattern 
encountered by counsellors, and is defined by low achieving motive, sometimes 
in conjunaion with high surface motive. The problem has two stages: 

(a) Inducing healthier attributions. The counsellor may induce the student to make 
healthier attributions: that success when it occurs is not due to luck but to 
competence, and that failure is due to insufficient effort on that particular 
occasion, rather than to incompetence. All too frequently, the cues that such 
students get from themselves, their peers, and sometimes their teachers and 
parents, are in the opposite direction. They come to believe that failure arises 
from their incompetence, and such self-knowledge is not only painful but 
crippling as it engenders the belief that any future effon will be likewise 
ineffectual. Hence these students shy away from the situation giving rise to 
those cues: the campus environment and academic tasks. The job of the 
lecturer and counsellor collectively is to reverse that feedback so that these 
students begin to feel that it is possible to succeed. 

(b) Dealing with the absence of strategies. Unlike even the pure surface-achieving 
student, the low-achiever has little in the way of strategic strength. At least the 
student with a surface approach tackles the task by rote learning; the low need- 
achiever tackles the task by not engaging it at all. These students, tell them 
selves for example, that the task is either impossibly difficult or ridiculously 
easy, and so rationalize their way out of doing anything. What these students 
need are some techniques for engaging the task. These may at first be quite * v 
level and task-specific, such as simple organizing techniques, or even rote 
learning. On the other hand, since the correlation with IQ^ is not very high, 
there will also be quite bright low-achievers who, given interest and protection 
for their ego, could engage the task at quite a high level. 

In all these aspects of counselling, it is clear that counsellor and lecturer need 
to work closely together and to create compatible environments for their 
students in common. How they might best organize that is a question of policy 
for each institution. The present point is that the SPQ^ may play a role in 
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facilitating these important and mutually reinforcing professional interactions* 

The SPQ^ has not cre..ed a new typology of students at nslc it simply 
provides a quick and convenient means of collecting information relevant tc, 
existing diagnosis and remediation. If a student is not perfonning well, an 
observant and experienced lecturer, or a sensitive counsellor, may quickly 
distinguish a disenchanted deep exclusive, an inap propriately working surface- 
achiever, or a low achiever, and take the action appropriate to teach. 
Nevertheless, a glance at an SPQ^ profile could provide helpful and speedy 
confirmation. 

At tertiary level, it is probably not appropriate to screen incoming students to 
a course, although when circumstances permit, that would be a useful thing to 
do. It would be most appropriate to screen all students seeking assistance from 
the counselling service, and a convenient way of doing this would be the 
microcomputer option, in which the student's deciles can be immec'iately 
displayed. Counselling services that did this would be strongly advised to retain 
a 'bank' of profiles, suitably rendered anonji 's, so that particular 'tricky 
profiles could be recognized immediately. With ti.e accumulation of data on 
appropriate treatment or treatments that were particularly effective (or ineffecti>'^), 
much time could be saved, and appropriate treatment of students could be 
delivered more speedily. 
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Sampling 

It was not possible to obtain a national sample of teniary students for norming the 
SPQ^that was tmly random, in the same way that such samples were obtained for 
the LPQ. For the SPQ^ it was decided to sample about 1 ,000 students from each of 
the university and advanced education sectors, and to obtain a spread of 'typical* 
institutions in the three faculties of Arts, Education, and Science. These three 
faculties were selected in the first instance because they represented the basic 
humanities and science areas, one 'professional* area, and all three are represented 
in both university and advanced education sectors. It is intended in due course to 
obtain norms in other faculties, and in the TAPE sector. The present norms, 
however, are based only on data from Arts, Education, and Science. 

For policy reasons, participation had to be voluntary, and conducted out of class 
time. Under those circumstances, the questionnaires were completed anonymously, 
as it was thought that anonymity was more likely to result in higher participation 
than the use of names. In all, 15 institutions participated— five universities from 
three States, and ten CAEs from six States. The CAE sample included two 
Institutes of Technology, the score profiles of which were found to be 
indistinguishable from the general CAE profile, but significantly different from 
that of the universities. 

Since this was not a random sample, the question of the 'typicality" of the present 
sample arises. It was possible to compare the universities and some of the colleges 
with comparable data from other research. Williams (1982) and Williams and Pepe 
(1983) were able to draw much larger sampies than the present one, and published 
institutional mean scores on several of their own scales, one v^hich. Academic 
Involvement, is related to the SPQ^ Deep-achieving. It found that the 
institutions in the present sample were represented along the entire range of 
Academic Involvement, which is good evidence that the present sample is at least 
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Table 4 Reliability data for LPQ and SPQ scale score 



Test-retest Internal consistency (alpha coefficients) 







LPQ, Year 11 

(a) (b) 


LPQ, 
Age 14 Year 11 


CAE 


SPQ 

(c) Uni 


(a) 


Surface 


M 


.60 


.70 


.46 


.45 


.51 


.55 


.61 


.60 




S 


.49 


.60 


.51 


.55 


.62 


.56 


.66 


.69 




A 


NA 


NA 


.60 


.60 


.68 


.64 


.73 


.75 


Deep 


M 


.63 


.60 


.56 


.54 


.63 


.64 


.65 


.67 


S 


.52 


.63 


.67 


.65 


.73 


.65 


.75 


.72 




A 


NA 


NA 


.76 


.73 


.79 


.76 


.81 


.79 


Achieving 


M 


.70 


.67 


.68 


.67 


.71 


.72 


.72 


.70 


S 


.72 


.68 


.67 


.73 


.75 


.73 


.77 


.74 




A 


NA 


NA 


.77 


.78 


.77 


.78 


.78 


.77 


Surface- Ach i evi ng 




NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


.74 




.77 




Deep- Achieving 




NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


.85 




.85 





(a) from Cornell (in progress) (N = 60; four months between testing) 

(b) from Edwards (in progress) = 69; four months between testing) 

(c) the present norming samples 

(d) from O'Neil and Child (1984) 

(e) from Hattie and Watkins (1981) 



not particularly biased one way or the other on parameters closely related to those 
underlying the SPQ. 

Other evidence is internal, and was obtained by comparing SPQscale properties 
with LPQ scale properties. It is known that the sampling for the latter is 
impeccable, and it would be important to establish that psychometric properties, 
such as reliability, are as good for the former as for the latter. A glance at Table 4 
below will show that that is the case. Further information on sampling may be 
found in Student Approaches to Learning and Studying. 

Reliability 

Two indices of reliability are commonly reported: test-retest, and internal 
consistency. Test-retest reliability, which is simply the correlation between a 
group of individuals* scores on the same test on two separate occasions, gives 
an indication of the stability of the test scores over time. In general, a reliable test 
is one that gives similar, if not identical, results from occasion to occasion. In 
many attributes, such as a student's motives, change over time might indeed 
reasonably be expected, or even welcomed. 
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Internal consistency, measured by the alpha coefficient, gives a different 
aspect of reliabiUty, the extent to which the items in the scale *agree' with each 
other that they are measuring the same thing. A low alpha (for example, less 
than .4) suggests that the scale in question reflects more than one underlying 
attributes, which is not a satisfactory situation because a score on such a scale is 
difficult to interpret 

T^ble 4 gives data on both aspects of reliability for the LPQ^and the SPQ. 
TwSt-rc.*^st information was not available for the SPQ, but was for the LPQ^and 
so it is inc uded here. The test-retest correlations show reasonable stability over 
a period ^f four months in five Year 1 1 classes in two independent studies 
(Cornell, in progress; Edwcxds, ir progress). In the Edwards study-, tlie scores 
actually did change by virtue of an intervention programme (they shifted 
significandy towards deep-achieving), yet it can still be seen that the relative 
ordering of the students remained similar. In general, the test-retest data are 
encouraging, showing reasonable stability, yet allowing for some change over 
time— as indeed one would expect. 

The internal consistency data are likewise satisfactory, with the Surface 
Motive showing least consistency. This motive comprises both positive and 
negative aspects of extrinsic motivation— just doing enough work to pass and 
gain some son of qualification and fear of failing— and that double meaning is 
reflected in the lower alpha coefficients. 

In general these data are satisfactory. It is worth reporting here that other 
investigators have independently examined tb** SPQ. O'Neil and Child (1984) 
administered the SPQ to 245 polytechnic (advzmced education) siui'ents in the 
UK, and subjected che data to a series of factor analyses. They concluded, as 
may be seen in Table 4 with the LPQ; that the Surface Motive is weakest, but 
the other five motive and strategy scores hold up *most favourably* (p.232). 

Hattie and Watkins (1981) also investigated the reliability and internal 
consistency of the SPQ with 255 Australian university students and concluded: 

This investigation of the internal stmcture of the SPO provided vcrj' satisfactorv 
results from the Australian sample— adequate to goocT internal consistency coef- 
ficients; item analysis which supported the existence of Biggs' subscales of the SPQj 
and a subscale faaor analysis wnich supported the validity of ^iggs' model of the 
study process domain. Th" 3PQ can then be recommended for tunher use with 
Australian students (p.243). 



The validity of a test refers to the extent to which it measures the attribute it is 
supposed to measure. Validity mav be assessed in many ways— Hattie and 
Watkins (see above) refer to the 'factorial' validity of the SPQ^ which they found 
to be satisfactorj'. The most convincing type of validity, however, is construct 
validity. By this is meant that the scores relate to other measures, for example 
student performance, in ways that are predictable on theoretical grounds. For 
example, if high surface strategy scores were found to be associated with writing 
high quality and complex essays, one would suspect very strongly that the 
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surface scale scores were not measuring what ihey are supposed to measure, 
which is the reproduction of factually oriented material. 

A large number of findings attest to the construct validity of both the LPQ^ 
and the SPQ^ some of which have been mentioned above. For example, it has 
been found that students high on deep and achieving approaches plan to 
combine their education, whereas those high on surface intend to leave soon 
after their first degree; that achieving, and especially deep, approaches increase 
with age and with ^intense' learning experiences such as immersion in a foreign 
language. 

The most pertinent validity studies, however, are those involving 
performance. 

Correlations with students' subjective estimates of their performance and of 
their satisfaaion with their performance are consistent. ^Surface' correlates on 
average around -.15, *deep' correlates positively in the low .20s, and 'achieving^ 
in the .30s. Given the sample sizes of several hundreds, these figures are highly 
significant statistically. 

Correlations with HSC performance, 15 months after the LPQ, had been 
administered, are similar. 'Surface' correlates negatively, and 'achieving^ 
positive^.' (both around .20 to .30), while *deep' correlates positively only in the 
student's favourite subject This last finding is in keeping with theory, as the 
deep approach would be expeaed to be deployed only in the subjects in which 
the students are intrinsically motivated. SFQ, surface approach scores correlate 
with first year Science around -.40, and deep and achieving with first year Arts 
and Economics around .30 (Watkins and Hattie, 1981). 

The quality of performance, as reflected in the structural complexity of 
students' open-ended responses to questions, may be assessed by the SOLO 
Taxonomy (Biggs and Collis, 1982). Studies relating this aspect of performance 
to approaches to learning have been carried out amongst secondary (Kirby and 
Biggs, 1981) and tertiary (Biggs, 1979) students. Deep approach was clearly 
implicated in complex responding by both groups; surface with low complexity 
of response but a corresponding high recall of factual detail; and achieving 
affected performance according to the student's perception of what constituted 
success. Perhaps even more important than these 'straight' relationships to 
performance, however, are interactions between individual difference variables 
and approach to learning. Here the interest is on whether approaches *work' 
better with some people than with others. 

Two analyses are of particular interest, and are depicted in Figures 4 and 5. 

Figure 4 refers to the use of the Deep Approach and its relation to HSC 
Aggregate scores, with students of high and low ability and of internal and 
external locus of control (14 months separated the completion of the LPQ^and 
sitting the HSC). Clearly high ability students perform better than low ability, 
and generally, internally oriented perform better than externally. The deep 
approach increases tlie bright students' aggregate by about 10, whether or not 
they are internally or externally oriented. With low ability students ('low* is a 
relative term: it refers to the bottom 50 per cent in ability of those sitting for the 
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High ability 

Lx)W ability 

• Internal LC O External LC 

320 4 



Aggregate 




— • f— 

Low High 
Deep Approach 



Fig. 4 Effects of Ability, Locus of Control, and Deep Approach on 
HSC aggregate 

HSC), on the other hand, internals increase their score by 45 aggregate marks, 
whereas externals decrease theirs by about 15 marks. In other words, all bright 
students can handle the deep approach, but low ability students need to be 
inward-looking in their approach; if they are not, they had better avoid the 
deep approach. 

Figure 5 tells a slightly different story. Here, the effect of the Achieving 
Approach on HSC aggregate marks is looked at in terms of ability and locus of 
control. High ability internals work consistently at a high level, and 
independendy of the Achieving Approach (these students probably use a Deep 
Approach). Organizing, and trying to maximize marks, however, lifts high 
ability externals by about 36 marks: clearly, this is an approach that suits them. 
It also suits low ability internals: they gain by around 40 marks. Low ability 
externals are unaffected. 

These patterns are quite consistent with the theory underpinning both the 
LPQ^and SPQ^ and illustrate the fact that the scale scores do relate to student 
performance in consistent and predictable ways. 
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High ability 



320 



300* 



280 



Aggregate 



260 



240 



220 



Low ability 

• Internal LC O External LC 




Low 



Achieving Approach 



High 



Fig. 5 Effects of Ability, Locus of Control, and Achieving 
Approach on HSC aggregate 



There arc several other studies that have been carried out using the SPQ^ 
scales that attest to their validity: the reader is referred to Student Approaches to 
Learning and Studying for further details* 
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Tables of Norms 



Raw scores may be converted into deciles by use of the tables on the following pages. 
Separate tables are available for 



Table 5 
Table 6; 
Table 7 
Table 8 
Table 9 
Table 10 
Table 1 1 
Table 12 
Table 13 
Table 14 
Table 15 
Table 16 



University Arts Males 
University Arts Females 
University Education Males 
University Education Females 
University Science Males 
University Science Females 
CAE Ans Males 
CAE Ans Females 
CAE Education Males 
CAE Education Females 
CAE Science Females 
CAE Science Females 



Each table provides conversions for Motives and Strategies (Surface-, Deep, and 
Achieving) and Approaches (Surface, Deep, Achieving, and Deep-Achieving). 

To conven a raw score into its decile, the appropriate table is selected, and then the 
raw score is read into each Motive, Strategy, or Approach column, and the decile read 
off in the column * Decile Scaled Score* on the left of the table. 

r .ample: A male, enrolled in a university Arts faculty, obtains the raw scores as outlined 
in the table below (see row, *Raw score*). By entering Table 5 the deciles can be read off. 
The correct deciles have been entered into the table. Check that you agree with those 
entered. 

DeepH 

Deep Achieving Surface Deep Achieving Achieving 
SMS Approach Approach Approach Approach 

29 29 25 25 27 58 50 108 

9 10 9 8 1 10 9 10 



Surface 
M S 



M 



Raw score 
Decile 



25 
2 



12 
1 



RJC 
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Table 5 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: Uni Arts males (N 1 1 1) 

Motives and strategies 

Decile 

Percentile scaled Surface Deep Achieving 





range 


score 


M 


S 


M 


S 


M 


S 


i 


O 1 1 AA 

y 1— luu 


in 


951-1- 






9Q4- 


974- 




81-90 


9 


26-27 


24-25 


28-29 


28 


25-26 


26-27 




71-80 


8 


25 


23 


27 


26-27 


24 


23-25 




61-70 


7 


23-24 


20-22 


26 


25 


22-23 


22 


i 


C 1 C£\ 

Oi'-OV 


D 


OO 


1 Q 

ly 




9/1 


9A— 9 1 
ZU— Z 1 


9n 91 




41-50 


5 


21 


18 


24 


23 


18-19 


18-19 




31-40 


4 


1 n OA 


1 T 


23 


22 


1 7 


1 7 
1 / 




21-30 


3 


17-18 


15-16 


21-22 


20-21 


16 


16 


?" 


11-20 


2 


15-16 


14 


19-20 


18-19 


14-15 


14-15 




1-10 


1 


0-14 


0-13 


0-18 


0-17 


0-13 


0-13 




Mean 




21.42 


19.06 


23 <!1 


23.12 


19.92 


20.06 




SD 




4.90 


4.78 


4.. 4 


4.49 


5.64 


5.60 






Decile 






Approaches 








Percentile 


scaled 






























range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep- Achieving 




01 1 AA 

y 1—1 uu 


1 A 
lU 




57 + 


51 + 




105+ 




81-90 


9 


49-51 


54- 


-56 


48-50 




100-104 




71-80 


8 


46-48 


52- 


-53 


44-47 




95-99 




61-70 


7 


43-45 


50- 


-51 


42-43 




90-94 




'il— fiA 
01— DU 


O 




48- 


-49 


39-41 




86-89 




41-50 


5 


38-40 


46- 


-47 


37-38 




83-85 




31-40 


4 


36-37 


44- 


-45 


36 




79-82 




21-30 


3 


33-35 


40- 


-43 


33-35 




77-78 




1 1-20 


2 


31-32 


37- 


-39 


31-32 




70-76 




1-10 


1 


0-30 


0-36 


0-30 




0-69 




Mean 




40.49 


46.93 


39.98 




86.91 




SD 




8.37 


8.10 


8.36 




14.18 
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Table 6 


Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: Uni Arts females (N = 294) 




Decile • 




Motives and strategies 
















jrcrLcniiic 


scaled 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 




score 


M 


S 


M 


S 


M S 


91-100 


lU 






30 + 


29 + 


27+ 29+ 


81-90 


9 


26-28 


24-2.':, 


28-29 


27-28 


24-26 27-28 


71-80 


g 
0 


25 


23 


26-27 


26 


16 26 


61-70 


7 


23-24 


21-22 


25 


25 


21-22 24-25 


51-60 


6 


22 


20 


24 


23-24 


20 23 


41-50 


5 


21 


19 


23 


22 


18-19 21-22 


31- iO 


4 


20 


17-18 


21-22 


21 


17 19-20 


L 1— OU 


5 


17-19 


16 


19-20 


20 


15-16 17-18 


11-20 


2 


15-16 


14-15 


17-18 


18-19 


13-14 15-16 


1-10 


1 


0-14 


0-13 


0-16 


0-17 


0-12 0-14 


Mean 




21.19 


19.31 


23.24 


22.82 


19.33 21.83 


SD 




5.26 


4.71 


4.83 


4.60 


5.25 5.52 




Decile 






Approaches 




jrcrLcnuic 


scaled 














score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep- Achieving 


91-100 




52+ 


57+ 


53+ 


106+ 


81-90 


fx 

9 


49-51 


54- 


-56 


49-52 


100-105 


71-80 


g 
o 


46-48 


51- 


-53 


46-48 


96-99 


61-70 


7 


43-45 


49- 


-50 


44-45 


92-95 


51-60 


6 


41-42 


47- 


-48 


42-43 


89-91 


41-50 


5 


39-40 


45- 


-46 


39-41 


84-88 


31-40 


4 


36-38 


42- 


-44 


37-38 


80-83 


91— 


3 


33-35 


39- 


-41 


34-36 


74-79 


1 1— 


2 


30-32 


35- 


-38 


30-33 


68-73 


1-10 


1 


0-29 


0- 


-34 


0-29 


0-67 


Mean 




40.50 


46.06 


41.16 


87.22 


SD 




8.54 


8.58 


8.73 


14.91 



37 



32 SPQManual 



Table 7 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: Uni Education males (N = 72) 





Decile 




Motives and strategies 




Percentile 


scaled 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


range 


score 


M 


S 


M 


S 


M S 


Qi— 1 nn 

u 11 uu 


1 n 

lU 


29-f 


27+ 


31 + 


28+ 


Zo-r 25+ 


Q 1 (\f\ 

oi~yu 


n 

y 


27-28 


25-96 


\J\J 


97 


23-25 23-24 


7 1—80 
/ 1 ou 


Q 
0 


25-26 


23-24 


27-28 


25-26 


Zl— Z2 21—21 


Ol—/ U 


7 


24 


22 


26 


24 


20 20 


51-60 


6 


22-23 


20-21 


25 


23 


19 19 


41-50 


5 


20-21 


18-19 


23-24 


22 


18 18 


31-40 


4 


19 


17 


21-22 


21 


16-17 17 


Z l~OU 


Q 
O 


18 


16 


19-20 


19-20 


14-15 15-lo 


11-20 


2 


16-17 


14-15 


17-18 


17-18 


11-13 14 


1-10 


1 


0-15 


0-12 


0-16 


0-16 


0-10 0-13 


Mean 




91 f^l 

^1 .D 1 


19.79 


23.64 


99 9^ 
ZZ.ZO 


18.32 18.86 


SD 




5 OS 


4.99 


5.16 




5.47 4.94 




Decile 




Approaches 






Percentile 


scaled 












range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep-Achieving 


Qi— inn 

^7 1 1 UU 


in 

lU 


53+ 


57 + 


49-f 


1 AQ -1- 
104 + 


Q 1 HA 


9 


51-52 


55- 


-56 




97-102 


7 1— sn 
/ 1 ou 


Q 
O 


47-50 


51- 


-54 


42-44 


92-V6 


Ol— /U 


7 


45-46 


49- 


-50 


40-41 


88-91 


51-60 


6 


42-44 


47-48 


38-39 


84-87 


41-50 


5 


40-41 


45- 


-46 


35-37 


79-83 


31-40 


4 


37-39 


42- 


-44 


33-34 


77-78 


21-30 


3 


35-36 


39- 


-41 


30-32 


71-76 


11-20 


2 


30-34 


34- 


-38 


27-29 


62-70 


1-10 


1 


0-29 


0-33 


0-26 


0-61 


Mean 




41.40 


45.90 


37.18 


83.08 


SD 




8.29 


8.55 


8.71 


15.09 
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Table 8 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: Uni Education females (N = 135) 

Motives and strategies 

















n *1 

Percentile 


scaled 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


range 


score 


M 


S 


M 


S 


M S 


91-100 


10 


28+ 


26+ 


30+ 


30+ 


26+ 28+ 


81-90 


9 


2fi-27 




98_9Q 


98_9Q 


2*5-2^ 96-97 


71-80 


8 


25 


22-23 


27 


26-27 


22 25 


61-70 


7 


23-24 


21 


25-26 


25 


20-21 23-24 


51-60 


6 


22 


20 


24 


24 


19 22 


41-50 


5 


20-21 


19 


23 


23 


18 20-21 


31-40 


4 


19 


18 


21-22 


21-22 


17 19 


21-30 


\j 


17-18 


16-17 


20 


19-20 




11-20 


2 


15-16 


14-15 


17-19 


17-18 


12-14 15-16 


I-IO 


1 


0-14 


0-13 


0-16 


0-16 


0-11 0-14 


Mean 




01 0^ 


19.50 


23.37 


22.98 


18.71 21.29 


SD 




t. ou 


4.68 


4.86 


4.87 


4.89 5.26 




Decile 






Approaches 




Percentile 


scaled 












range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep- Achieving 


91-100 


10 


52+ 


59+ 


51 + 


106+ 


81-90 


Q 


48-^1 


55- 


-58 


49-50 




71-80 


8 


45-47 


52- 


-54 


46-48 


94-99 


61-70 


7 


43-44 


49- 


-51 


43-45 


90-93 


51-60 


6 


41-42 


47- 


-48 


40-42 


87-89 


41-50 


5 


39-40 


45- 


-46 


38-39 


83-86 


31-40 


4 


38 


42- 


-44 


35-37 


80-82 


21-30 


3 


35-37 


39- 


-41 


32-34 


75-79 


11-20 


2 


31-34 


35- 


-38 


29-31 


68-74 


1-10 


1 


0-30 


0-34 


0-28 


0-67 


Mean 




40.73 


46.55 


40.00 


86.35 


SD 




7.87 


8.81 


8.47 


14.33 



ERIC 
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Table 9 


Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: Uni Science males (N 


= 139) 






Decile 






Motives and strategies 








rcicentiie 


scaled 


Surface 


Deep 




Achieving 




icuige 


score 


M 


s 


M 


S 


M 


s 




91-100 


10 


28+ 


28+ 


zy+ 


29+ 


28+ 


28+ 




81-90 


9 


etc c%n 

26-27 


26-27 


27-28 


26-28 


26-27 


26-27 




71-80 


8 


25 


25 


25-26 


25 


24-25 


24-25 




61-70 


7 


23-24 


24 


24 


24 


23 


22-23 


1 


51-60 


0 


22 


22-23 


23 


22-23 


21-22 


21 


Si 


41-50 


5 


21 


21 


21-22 


21 


20 


20 




:.l-40 


4 


20 


20 


20 


20 


19 


18-19 




Z 1— ou 


3 


18-19 


19 


19 


19 


17-18 


16-17 




11-20 


2 


15-17 


17-18 


16-18., 


17-18 


15-16 


13-15 




1-10 


1 


0-14 


0-16 


0-15 


0-16 


0-14 


0-12 




Mean 




21.65 


21.87 


21.93 


22.10 


20.70 


20.42 




SD 




4.88 


4.54 


4.84 


4.47 


4.98 


5.32 



I Decile Approaches 
; Percentile scaled 



range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep-Achieving 


91-100 


10 


54+ 


57+ 


53+ 


105+ 


81-90 


9 


51-53 


51-56 


49-52 


98-104 


71-80 


8 


49-50 


49-50 


47-48 


93-97 


61-70 


7 


46-48 


46-48 


44-4( 


90-92 


51-60 


6 


45 


44-45 


42-43 


86-89 


41-50 


5 


43-44 


42-43 


40-41 


82-85 


31-40 


4 


40t42 


39-41 


37-39 


79-81 


21-30 


3 


36-39 


37-38 


34-36 


74-78 


11-20 


2 


33-35 


35-36 


29-33 


65-73 


1-10 


1 


0-32 


0-34 


0-28 


0-64 


Mean 




43.53 


44.03 


41.12 


85.15 


SD 




8.12 


8.40 


8.69 


14.33 



40 
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Table 10 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: Uni Science females (N = 109) 





Decile - 




Motives and strategies 
























Percentile 


scaled 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


range 


score 


M 


S M 


S 


M S 


y i~iuu 


10 


28+ 


27+ 28+ 


27+ 


27+ 30+ 


81-90 


9 


26-27 


26 26-27 


26 


25-26 28-29 


7 1-80 


8 


25 


25 24-25 


25 


23-24 27 


61-70 


7 


24 


24 23 


23-24 


22 25-26 


51-60 


6 


23 


23 22 


22 


21 23-24 


41-50 


5 


22 


21-22 21 


21 


19-20 22 


31-40 


4 


20-21 


20 20 


20 


18 20-21 


O 1 QA 

zl-oO 


6 


18-19 


19 18-19 


19 


17 18-19 


11-20 


2 


17 


17-18 17 


17-18 


14-16 15-17 


1-10 


1 


0-16 


0-16 0-16 


0-16 


0-13 0-14 


Mean 






21.90 21.65 


21.63 


20.16 22.48 


SD 




4 47 


3.71- 4.06 


4.20 


4.68 5.52 




Decile 




Approaches 




Percentile 


scaled 










range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep-Achieving 


91-lUU 


10 


53+ 


53+ 


53+ 


1 Art 1 

102+ 


81-90 


9 


50-52 


49-52 


50-52 


98-101 


7 1-80 


o 
0 


48-49 


47-48 


48-49 


95-97 


61-70 


7 


47 


46 


46-47 


91-94 


51-60 


6 


45-46 


44-45 


44-45 


87-90 


41-50 


5 


43-44 


42-43 


42-43 


83-86 


31-40 


4 


40-42 


40-41 


38-41 


78-82 


21-30 


3 


39 


38-39 


36 -37 


/b-77 


11-20 


2 


36-38 


34-37 


31-35 


69-72 


1-10 


1 


0-32 


0-33 


0-30 


0-68 


Mean 




43.72 


43.30 


42.63 


85.92 


SD 




6.80 


7.13 


8.27 


13.35 



ERLC 



41 
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Table 11 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: CAE combined Arts males 



(N = 56) 





Decile ■ 




Motives and strategies 




Percentile 


scaled 


Surface Deep 


Achieving 


range 


score 


M 


S M 


S 


M S 


91-100 


10 


Zo"r 


084- OQ-1- 




28+ 25+ 


81-90 


9 


27 


26-27 27 


26-27 


26-27 23-24 


7 1-80 


8 


26 


25 26 


25 


25 22 


61-70 


7 


25 


24 24-25 


24 


9^—9i 91 


51-60 


6 


O A 

24 


23 23 


23 


22 20 


41-50 


5 


22-23 


22 21-22 


22 


21 19 




A 


21 


21 20 


21 


19-20 17-18 


21-30 


3 


19-20 


19-20 19 


20 


17-18 I'l-l fi 


1 1-20 


2 


17-18 


17-18 17-18 


18-19 


16 13 


1-10 


1 


0-16 


0-16 0-16 


0-17 


0-15 0-12 






22.57 


21.98 22.11 


22.18 


010Q 100(1 

zi.zy lo.oy 


SD 




4.1/ 


4.41 4.09 


3.95 


4 96 4 50 




Decile 




Annroarhes 






Percentile 


scaled 










range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 

r 


Achieving 


Deep- Achieving 


91-100 


10 






Di-r 


101 + 


81-90 


9 


52-53 


50-53 


46-50 


94-100 


71-80 


8 




tot i7 




91-93 


61-70 


7 


48 


47 


43 


SO on 


51-60 


6 


44-46 


45-46 


41-42 


85-88 


41-50 


5 


43 


43-44 


39-40 


82-84 


31-40 


4 


42 


41-42 


37-38 


78-81 


21-30 


3 


39-41 


39-40 


34-36 


74-77 


11-20 


2 


36-38 


35-37 


30-33 


69-73 


1-10 


1 


0-35 


0-34 


0-28 


0-68 


M^an 




44.55 


44.29 


40.18 


84.46 


SD 




7.38 


7.08 


7.79 


12.94 



42 
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Table 12 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: CAE combined Arts females 

(N = 40) 





Decile 






Motives and strategies 




























Percentile 


scaled 


Surface 




Deep 


Achieving 


ranee 


score 


M 


S 


\A 
IVl 


c 


M S 


91-100 


10 


904- 


974- 


29+ 


29+ 


27+ 26+ 


81-90 


9 


25-28 


25-26 


28 


27-28 


25-26 24-25 


71-80 


8 


23-24 


23-24 


27 


26 


23-24 23 


Ol — /U 


7 


22 


21-22 




Lb 


Ol OO Ol oo 
Zl— ZZ Zl— ZZ 


51-60 


6 


21 


20 


25 


24 


20 20 


41-50 


5 


— 

20 


19 


24 


22-23 


18-19 19 


31-40 


4 


19 


18 


22-23 


21 


17 18 


Z 1— ou 


Q 
0 


IS. 


16-17 


20-21 


20 


1 1 0 1 0— 1 / 


1 1 on 


c% 
L 


15-17 


14-15 


18-19 


18-19 


lOlQ \ A \ ti 

1 Z— 1 o 1 4— 1 a 


1-10 


1 


0-14 


0-13 


0-17 


0-17 


0-11 0-13 


Mean 




20.50 


19.96 


23.52 


22.85 


19.45 20.02 






4.83 


4.51 


4.33 


4.22 


C n 1 yl Oil 




Decile 






Approaches 




Percentile 


scaled 






















range 


score 


Surface 




Deep 


Achieving 


Deep- Achieving 


91-100 


10 






55+ 


:2+ 


103+ 


81-90 


9 


48-53 




54 


47- -51 


99-102 


71-80 


8 


44-47 


52-53 


44-46 


93-98 


Ol— /U 


/ 


41-43 


50-51 


42-13 


oy— yz 


51-60 


6 


40 


47-49 


39-41 


85-88 


41-50 


5 


38-39 


45-46 


38 


82-84 


31-40 


4 


36-37 




44 


36-37 


80-81 


21-30 


3 


34-35 


40-43 


32-35 


77-79 


11-20 


2 


3i-33 


36-39 


30-31 


67-76 


1-10 


1 


0-30 




0-35 


0-29 


0-66 


Mean 




40.47 




46.38 


39.47 


85.85 


SD 




8.27 




7.64 


8.84 


14.65 
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Table 13 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: CAE combined Education 
males (N = 298) 





Decile - 




Motives and strategies 




Percentile 


scaled 


Surface Deep 


Achieving 


range 


score 


M 


S M 


s 


M S 


Q 1 1 AA 

y 1-iuu 


10 


.y-r 


Z/+ 27 + 


28+ 


28+ 26+ 


81-90 


9 


27-28 


25-26 26 


26-27 


25-27 23-25 


7 1 QA 


o 
0 


26 


24 24-25 


25 


23-24 22 


61-70 


7 


25 


23 23 


23-24 


99 on 9 1 


51-60 


6 


23-24 


22 21-22 


22 


20-21 18-19 


41-50 


5 


22 


21 20 


21 


19 17 




A 
*t 


20-21 


20 19 


20 


18 15-16 


21-30 


3 


19 


18-19 17-18 


19 


1 A 1 7 1 yl 

10—1 / 14 


1 1 OA 

1 1—20 


2 


17-18 


16-17 15-16 


16-18 


14-15 12-13 


1-10 


1 


0-16 


0-15 0-14 


0-15 


0-13 0-11 


Mean 




22.59 


21.22 20.84 


21.52 


OA 1 Q 1 O 1 1 

^U.io 18.11 


SD 




4.70 


4.22 4.74 


4.42 


f\ OA *i 1 Q 

o.z^ o.iy 




Decile 




rvp jj ro <ic i 1 c s 






Percentile 


scaled 










range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achiev'/iP" 


Deep- Achieving 


Q 1 1 AA 

y 1— luo 


10 




56+ 


<;' + 


100+ 


81-90 


9 


51-53 


50-52 


4'- >n 


93-99 


7 ^ QA 
/ i— oU 


8 


48-50 


48-4y 


A ,-44 


89-92 


61-70 


7 


46-47 


45-17 


40-42 


OO— OO 


51-60 


6 


44-45 


43-44 


38-39 


82-85 


41-50 


5 


43 


41-42 


37 


78-81 


5l"iO 


4 


41-42 


39-40 


35-36 


74-77 


2J-30 


3 


38-40 


36-38 


32-34 


67-73 


11-20 


2 


34-37 


32-35 


27-31 


63-66 


1-10 


1 


0-33 


0-31 


0-26 


0-62 


Mean 




43.81 


42.40 


38.24 


80.60 


SD 




7.56 


8.12 


8.47 


14.54 



44 
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Table 14 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: CAE Education females 

(N = 673) 





Decile 




Motives and strategies 






























Percentile 


scaled 


Surface 


Deep 


Arhievino" 




score 


M 


s 


M 


s 


M S 


91-100 


10 


29+ 


27+ 


28+ 


28+ 


27+ 27+ 


81-90 


9 


97_Ofi 


9*;— 9fi 


9fi— 97 


9fi— 97 


25-26 25-26 


71-80 


S 


26 


24 


24-25 


25 


23-24 22-24 


0 1--/U 


/ 


24-25 


23 


23 


24 


22 22 


51-60 


6 


23 


21-22 


22 


23 


21 20-21 


41-50 


5 


22 


20 


21 


22 


19-20 19 


31-40 


4 


21 


19 


20 


20-21 


18 18 




Q 
O 


19-20 


18 


18-19 


19 


1 0— 1 / 1 0— 1 / 


1 1 OA 

1 1— zU 


o 


17-18 


16-17 


16-17 


17-18 


14-15 14—10 


1-10 


1 


0-16 


0-15 


0-15 


0-16 


0-13 0-13 


Mean 




22.55 


20.86 


21.41 


22.18 


19.91 20.18 






4.37 


4.37 


4.39 


4.19 


4.75 5 y 




Decile 






Approaches 




Percentile 


scaled 






















ranffe 


score 




Deep 


Achieving 


DeeD-Arhievinff 

4 V A A AC. 


91-100 


10 


53+ 


54+ 


51 + 


102+ 


81-90 


9 




50-53 


47-50 


96-101 


71-80 


8 




48- 


-49 


45-46 


91-95 


0 1 — /U 


/ 


46-47 


46- 


-47 


43-44 


00— 90 


51-60 


6 


44-45 


44- 


-45 


40-42 


84-87 


41-50 


5 


42-43 


42- 


-42 


38-39 


80-83 


31-40 


4 


40-41 


40- 


-41 


36-37 


77-79 


21-30 


S 


38-39 


37- 


-39 


34-35 


73-76 


11-20 


2 


34-37 


34- 


-36 


30-33 


68-72 


I-IO 


1 


0-33 


0- 


-33 


0-29 


0-67 


Mean 




43.41 


43.59 


40.09 


83.68 


SP 




7.21 


7.62 


7.83 


13.36 
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Table 15 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: CAE Science males (N = 228) 





Decile 




Motives and strategies 








Surface Deep 


Achieving 






M 


S M 


S 




91-100 


10 


29+ 


28+ 28+ 


29+ 


27+ 27+ 


81-90 


9 


0700 


07 etc OT 


26-28 


25-26 25-26 


71-80 


8 


25-26 


25-26 24-25 


25 


24 23 


61-70 


7 


24 


24 23 


24 


22-23 21-22 


51-60 




23 


23 22 


23 


20-21 20 


4 '-50 

* \J\J 




99 


99 9 1 


2.1-2.2 


19 18-19 


31-40 


4 


21 


20-19 19-20 


20 


17-18 17 


21-30 


S 


20 


19 18 


19 


15-16 16 


11-20 


2 


17-19 


17-18 14-17 


16-18 


13-14 13-15 


1-10 


1 


0-16 


0-16 0-13 


0-15 


0-12 0-12 


Mean 




29 40 




9 1 OA 


19.91 19.57 


SD 




4.78 


4 47 01 




5.44 5.24 




Decile 




Approaches 
* * 






Percentile 


scaled 










ranee 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


i^CvrM /vdllvrviiiii 


91-100 


10 


54 + 


54+ 


51 + 


103+ 


81-90 


9 


52-53 




4.7— 'lO 


96-102 


71-80 


8 


49-51 


48-49 


45-46 


91-95 


61-70 


7 


47-48 


46-47 


42-44 


87-90 


51-60 


6 


45-46 


43-45 


39-41 


82-86 


41-50 




43-44 


42 


37-38 


78-81 


31-40 


4 


42 


40-41 


35-36 


75-77 


21-30 


S 


39-41 


37-39 


32-34 


69-74 


P-20 


2 


36-38 


31-36 


28-31 


64-68 


1-10 


1 


0-35 


0-33 


0-27 


0-63 


Mean 




44.67 


43.01 


39.48 


82.49 


SD 




7.32 


8.64 


8.96 


15.50 
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Table 16 Norms for SPQ scales and subscales: CAE Science females (N = 247) 





Decile 




Motives and strategies 
















Percentile 


scaled 


Surface 






Achieving 


range 


score 


M 


S 


M 


Q 

O 


M S 


91-100 


10 


29+ 


28 + 


28+ 


28 + 


26+ 29+ 


81-90 


9 


97—951 


9^^ 97 
ZD— Z/ 


26-27 


26-27 


24-25 27-28 


71-80 


8 


26 


25 


24-25 


25 


22-23 25-26 


61-50 


7 


25 


24 


23 


24 


21 23-24 


51-60 


6 


23-24 


23 


22 


23 


1 9-20 22 


41-50 


5 


22 


21-22 


21 


22 


18 21 


31-40 


4 


21 


20 


20 


21 


17 19-20 


21-30 


3 


19-20 


19 


18-19 


19-20 


15-16 17-18 


11-20 


2 


17-18 


17-18 


16-17 


17-18 


13-14 15-16 


1-10 


1 


0-16 


0-16 


0-15 


0-16 


0-12 0-14 


Mean 




OO Q Q 
ZZ.OO 


21.92 


21.68 


22.01 


19.10 21.60 


SD 






4.58 


4.49 


4.29 


4 Q7 5 90 




Decile 






Approaches 




Percentile 


scaled 












range 


score 


Surface 


Deep 


Achieving 


Deep-Achieving 


91-100 


10 


56+ 


54+ 


53 + 


104+ 


81-90 


9 


'^9 


50- 


-53 


49-52 


98-103 


71-80 


8 


50-51 


48- 


-49 


46-48 


93-97 


61-70 


7 


47-49 


46- 


-47 


43-45 


88-92 


51-60 


6 


45-46 


44- 


-45 


41-42 


85-87 


41-50 


5 


4S-44 


42- 


-43 


38-40 


80-84 


31-40 


4 


41-42 


41 


36-37 


76-79 


21-30 


3 


39-40 


38- 


-40 


34-35 


72-75 


11-20 


2 


35-38 


34- 


-37 


30-33 


66-71 


1-10 


1 


0-34 


0- 


-33 


0-29 


0-65 


Mean 




44.75 


43.70 


40.70 


84.3"' 


SD 




8.13 


7.85 


8.76 


14.79 
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SPQ 

Study Process Questionnaire 



What the SPQ is About 

On the following pages arc a muuiIkt orc]iK\sti()iis about \ our aiMtiuics towards noui studies 
and your usual wavs of studying. 

There is no r/g/// way of studying, hall depends on what suits Nour own style and theeour- 
ses you are studying. The following questions have been carefully selected to cover the more 
iniportani aspects of studying. It is accordingly nnportant that you answer each question as 
lioi.estly as vou can. If you think that your answer to a question would de})end on the subject 
being studied, give the answer that would appl\ to the subject(s) most ini|)ortant to \ou. 

How to Answer 



For each item there is a row of boxes for a live-point scale on the Answer Sheet: 

1=^--' a . A response is shown by marking our of the live boxes for an item to 
und(M'line the desired number. 

The numbers stand for the following response's: 

5 — this item is ahrays or almost ahrays true of me 

4 — this item is frequently true of me 

3 — this item is true of me about half the time 

2 — this Item is sometnues true of me 

1 — this item is uever or only lareh true of me. 

Example 

I stud\ best with the racho on. 
II this was almost always true of you. you would imde.line 5 thus: 

b 4 3 7 1 
Mw} {TU CTD Cru CZJ 

II you only sometimes studied well with the radio on. \ou would underline 2. thus: 

b 4 3 ? 1 

CD c=D a ew a 

Underline the number on the Answer Sheet that besi lits youi immedmle reaction. Do not 
s|)end a long iinie on each item: your lirst reaction is |)robabl\ the best one. Please answei 
each item. 

Do not worry about projecting a good image. Youi answ-rs are CONFIDENTIAL. 



Thank you for your co-()|)erati()n. 
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Study Process Questionnaire 



Underline one number for each Item. 



1 I chose my present courses largely with a view to the job situation when I graduate rather 
than out of their intrinsic interest to nie. 

2 I find that at times studying gives me a feeling of deep personal satisfaction. 

3 I want top grades in most or all of my courses so that I will be able to select from among 
the best positions available when I graduate. 

4 I think browsing around is a waste of time, so I only suk1\' seriouslv what's given out in 
class or in the course outlines. 

5 While I am studying, I often think of real life situations to which the material that I am 
learning would be useful. 

6 I summarize suggested readings and include these as pan of my notes on a topic. 

7 I am discouraged b>' a poor mark on a test and worry about how I will do on the 
next te.\t. 

8 While I realize that truth is forever changing as knowledge is increasing, I feel compelled 
lo discover what appears to me to be the truth at this time. 

9 I have a strong desire to excel in all niv studies. 

10 I leani some things by rote, going over and over tliein until I know them bv heart. 

1 1 In reading new material I often find that I'm continually reminded ofinateiial I alieadv 
know and see the latter in a new light. 

12 I try to work consistently throughout the term and review legulailv when the exams are 
close. 

13 Whether I like it or not, I can .see that further education is for me a go(Kl wav to get a well- 
paid or secure job. 

14 I feel that virtually any topic can be highly interesting once I gi, into it. 

15 I would see myself basically as an anibi:ious person and want to get lo the top, whatever 
I do. 

16 I tend to choose subjects with a lot of factual contcia rather than theroretical kinds of 
subjects. 



17 I find that I have to do enoiigh work on a topic so that I can form my own point of view 
before I am satisfied. 

18 I try to do all of my assignments as soon as possible after thev are given out. 

19 Even when I have studied hard for a test, I woriy that I may not be able to do well 
in it. 

20 I find that studying academic topics can at times be as exciting as a good novel or 
movie. 

21 If it came to the point, I would be prepared to sacrifice immediate popularitv with niv 
fellow students for success in my studies and subsequent career. 

22 I generally restrict my study to what is specifically set as I think it is unnecessaiy to do 
anything extra. 

23 I IT)' to relate what I have learned in one subject to that in another. 

24 After a lecture or lab I reread my notes to make sure they are legible and that I 
understand them. 

25 Lecturers sliouldn't expect students to spend significant amounts of time studving 
material eveiyone knows won't be examined. 

26 I usually become increasingly absorbed in my work the more I do. 

27 One of the most important considerations in choosing a C(>nrse is whether or not I will 
be able to get top marks in it. 

28 I learn best from lecturers wlio work from carefully prepared notes and outline major 
pohits neatly on the blackboard. 

29 I find most new topics interesting and often spend extra time trying to obtain more 
information about them. 

30 I test niyself on important topics until I understand them completely. 

31 I almost resent having to spend a further three or four years studying after leaving 
school, but feel tfiat the end results will make it all worthwhile. 

32 I believe strongly that my main aim in Hfe is to discover my own philosopln and belief 
system ;mk1 to act strictly m accordance with it. 

33 I see getting high grades as a kind of competitve game, and I play it to win. 

34 I fmd it best to accept the statements and ideas of nu' lecturers and (piestion them unU 
under special circumstances. 

35 1 spend a lot of my free time finding out moie about interesting t()pi( s which lum^been 
discussed in different classes. 




36 I make a point of looking at most of tlic suggested readings that go witli the 
lecturers. 

37 I am at eollegc/univcrsiiy mainly because I lee! that I will he able lo obtain a better job ifl 
have a tertiarx' qualification. 

38 My studies have changed my views about such things as politics, m\ religion, and mv 
philosophy of life. 

39 I believe that society is based on competition and schoo". and universities should refiect 
this. 

40 I am very aware tliat lecturers know a lot more than I do and so I concentrate on what 
the\ say is important rather than rely on my own judgment. 

41 I tiy to relate new material, as I am reading it, to what I alreadv know on that 
topic. 

42 I keep neat, well-organized notes for most subjects. 



lu I5()\ 210. Ilau'lhorn XKioria :^I22 
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Teddys 
date: 



/198 




STUDY PROCESS 
QUESTIONNAIRE 



Day Monm Ymt 

SURNAME/FAMILY NAME INITS. 



Name: 



Cotiege/University /institution : 



Print name in 


boxes here. -* 


then mark box 


to under* inc 


appropriate 


letter in each 


column. 




Example: 












A 




• 3 


CSC 

• 






CDC 




0 


c 

CD C 




t r£ 


0 

CDC 




■ — 'q 


c 

■■c 



Faculty/School: 



Month Yt«r 



Course: 



(Degree/Dtptoma/Certtfi'cate) 



Year of 
course: 



Sor 
4 mor* 



Sex: 



Favourite 





10 1 u 

Vl V 



L.^ U>_J k__J L^J 

,T . T ItH T T 
'0" U 01 u jgt u 



2uj U '0 u 01 u HTt u u 
Vi V V V viv V V V 

w w w w w 



w 



T T- 



KEY 


(write in) 


5 


means. 


. Always or almost always true of me 


4 


means . 


. Frequently true of me 


3 


means . 


. True of me about half the time 


2 


means. 


. Sometimes true of me 


1 


means. 


. Never or only rarely true of me 



INSTRUCTIONS 

Do not go over edges of boxes. 
Use only HB or B pencils. 
Erase mistakes fully. 




N.B. Item numbers gc across in groups of three. 



Compared with most of the students 
in your year, how good at most of 
your subjects are you? 




SS 40c^c=ii=ic 



j S 4 3 2 1 

IcLa a c?3 a 

S 4 3 2 1 

a a a 

Is 4 3 2 1 
i S 4 3 2 1 

OM Xtj^z^chchch 
DM lac^c^c^c^a 




i 4 i — 5 — r 



Exctl- 
(•nt 



2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 
DO 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 



5 4 J 2 1 



Above 
aviragt 



Awir«g« 



Btlow 





c:=i 










SM 


OFFICE USE ONLY 

SS DM DS AM 


S 


RS 














Dec. 
















SA 




DA 




AA 


RS 




RS 




RS 




Dec. 




Dec. 




Dec. 






PROFILE 
(+/0A) 






DAA 






RS 














Dec. 
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DO NOT FOLD OR DEFACE THIS SHEET IN ANY WAY 




Student Approaches to Learning and Studying formulates a 
theory of student learning which, together with the 
instruments deriving from it, has important implications 
for teaching practice at the secondary and tertiary level 

The norms were established on two secondary and two 
tertiary large national samples. The instruments are easy 
and convenient to administer and score, and their inter* 
pretation and use are based on carefully researched but 
easy^tO'grasp theory. 

Student Approaches to Learning and Studying consists of: 
•Research Monograph which describes the investigations 
leading to the theory's formulation; 

• LPQ Manual which gives data on reliabilit3r and validity 
and describes a 36'item Learning Process Questionnaire for 
which an OMR Answer Sheet and Score Key Overlay are 
available; 

• SPQ Manual which gives data on reliability^ and validity 
and describes a 424tem Study Process Questionnaire for 
which an OMR Answer Sheet and Score Key Overlay are 
available. 



John Biggs is currently Professor of Education at the Uni- 
versity of Newcastle, and Dean of the Faculty. His interest 
in student approaches to learning goes back to 1966, when 
he was Educational Research Officer at Monosh University. 
Since then he has published some forty papers and several 
books relating to student learning, and has conducted 
workshops for secondary and tertiary teachers showing 
knowledge of students* learning can improve teaching 
D 1 r jLSsessment procedures. 



